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1, Introduction

We assume that the term ‘comparative’ should be used to deseribe various
gtructures relating to the process of comparison. The majority of recent works
on comparative structures is concernsd with conventional comparative senten-
ces only (c¢f Bresnan 1973), a marginal treatment, if any, being given to other
than the grammaticalized sentential means of expressing comparison (cf.
Bartsch&Vennemann 1972, Post 1978). In this paper, we will be concerned
with comparative words, 1.6., such lexical items which relate to comparison.
To our knowledge, English and Polish do not bave complete and exhaustive
descriptions of such words, although scholars do qualify certain lexical items
as the exponents of comparison (¢f. Huddlestone 1971, Anderson 1971).
Consider, for example, the following passage from Anderson (1971:17):

...many simple items {verbs, prepositions, nouns) represent the same underlying
relations as ‘overt’ comparative structures. Consider such different types aa prefer
{(*like more"), darken {*become darker or dark’), exceed (*become greater than'),

_ beyond {*further than’), after (‘later than’), top (‘highest point’}. [...] an under-
lying configurational representution for such items seems eppropriate; [...] such
representations have alternative realizations, which, in & sense, retain more of
the abstract strueturing.

The reason why we have included the passage from Anderson’s wcrk is
that it celarly specifies certain characteristics of comparative words. According
to Anderson, \ :

(1) comparative words can be of different grammatical categories;
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(2} comparative words involve the 1
8 8ame com i '
S s parwson relations as comparative
{3) c?mpa.ratlve words a:nd comparative sentences are alternative realizations
" of the same underlying representations;
comparative sentences retain more of thi 1
8 underl ‘
comparative words do, RS e
- flth the linguistic material presented below, taken from Engl:ish and Polish
ope Fn support ?he observation that comparative words are of differeni;
Er&mn'na‘.tlf:al catrgories, TLe comparative words surveyed in this paper will
e adjectives, adverbs, verbs, and prepositions, .
mCla,:}m £2) I'ogm'a,ll:v follows from the assumption that the constitutive
jlg)gﬁlsaer g of a linguistic expression is its relational meanirg (cf. Klemensiewicz
: t?. c;nseque:ntly, Texpresaiuna of the same semantie type have ke same
:}at;una ?:nt?an]ng. Since comparative sentences involve various comparison
ationg, it i only natural to suggest that comparative words involve th
Bame semantic relations. | )
' T}}ellplagsab1lity of c?ajm (8) is evidenced by current linguistic literature
msi:f;mé ly :Irf t‘l}e generative semantics type. There exists ample evidence 1;ha,t’r
i et. y different surface expressions are alternative reglizations of tle same
tiv::; lc:j strufiture. Thus, we think that it is justified to assume that compars-
ords and comparative gentences are alternati iza {1
ol ve realizations of the same
. .I'.I{;u aieiljta,m whether comparative sentences retain more of the underlying
nfi:; i senla. lon than the comparative words, requires (a} prior specification
® relevant aspecta of the semantic relational structure underlying compa-

rative constructions, and (b) establishi .
: * ing which of th
in comparative sentences. % e8¢ aspects aro reflected

” ﬁ reEards (a), it is assumed after Post { 1978), that
e bagic comparison situation involves two terms .
, B erty sh

- by th;ae terms, and & relation of comparison; A -

one of the compared terms functions as th, : -

. ; e pomt of refere

of comparison) for the other term: . : R
(3) cnmpansfm }‘elatinns can be optionally qﬁ&ntiﬁed, hence quantitative
: 3}1111*1 qua,htatlve. comparative constructions skould be distinguisked:

(4) : i property with rfzapect to which & relation of comparison is established
13"5 ween two tvlerma is left unspecified in the semantic structure of qualita-
bive enm%;ara,ifwe constructions. In such s case, it does not surface but
: rather implied by the standard of comparison. |

" stl 'fa,r as (b) is ‘concerned, a typical comparative sentence obligatorily

Fﬁlma 1zes the terms of comparison and the relation, ‘bare’ or guantified.

. n:oret‘{lﬁ'?.lzﬁa'?) even says that one of the functions of the comparative

nﬁ ruction 1s to make the comparison relation and the two terms of thig
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relation accesible, Additionally, the shared property is either given explicitly
in the surface structure (in the quantitat ve constructions), or i$ implied by the
standard of comparison, i.e., the second term {in the qualitative type).

The examination of the collected material skowed that {a} comparative

words reflect only some of the aspects enumerated above, and that (b) compa-
rative words differ amorg themselves as to which of those aspects they reflect.

This second findirg served uas as a basis for grouping the collected material
into the following four groups:
(1) comparative words which denote various comparison relations;
(2) comparative words which involve a quantified relation and a property;
(3) comparative words which involve comparison relation and the second term;
(4) comparative words which additionally involve ‘rion-comparative’ semantic
elements. |
We are in a position now to discuss the linguistic material that we have
found in Ergl h and Polish grammars. The presentation w 1l not be a systen:a-
tic contrastive study, but should rather be viewed as the evidence for the
existence of the same linguistic problem both in English and Polish.

2. Comparative words which denote various comparison relations

A study of comparative words of this clase has to be preceded by a prior
eatablishirg of the set of comparison relatiors. To our krowlecge, tlere does
not exist any account of this sort in the linguistic literature of both larguages
involved. Besides, tke number of elementary comparison relations recognized
in individual works varies from autlor to autbor.! In view of this inadequacy,
it is not surprising that the comparative words réported upon in this section
denote the generally recognized comparison relations, such as superiority,
identity and equality.

In English, we have been able to find two works whose authors treat
certain lexical items as the exponents of the underlying comparison relation-
‘ship. In Bach (1968:120=121), it is suggested that the verb surpass expresses
the same semantic relationskip as more... then. This suggestion is supported
by the fact the that more... than sentences can eagily be replaced with expre-
ssions containing the verb surpess in exactly the same function as the marker
more.. than, i.e. & formal exponent of the comparison relation of superiority:

(1) a. Bill is shorter than John.
b. John is taller than Bill.

} For example, Jespersen (1929) assumes that there are three basic comparison rola-
tions, Sapir (1944) suggests that as many as fifteen different comparison relations should
be recognized. In a recent study on comparative constructions hy Jurkowski (1976), ten

distinct comparison relations have been distinguished.
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{2) a. Bill is surpassed by John in tallness (height).
'b. John surpasses Bill in tallpess (height)

In Post .( 1078), the adjectives same, identical and equal have been discussed
'I"ha.y function as the exponents of the elementary comparison relation of i?: '
tity, and consequently, the constructions eontaining these three lexical it =
should be Freated a8 comparative constructions of identity par excellence. -
' Inour interpretation, snme lexicalizes the bare relation of identity. J de;at cal
18 regarded ag the marked counterpart of same, which add’itionﬂ,l};. i:rafcr:];:
about thn‘e cnm:pitment of the speaker to the truth of the prnp{}sitionji?nvolvi :
the rielaﬂtlon of identity. The adjective equal is assumed to stand for the deri ng
relation of equality, i.e., quantified relation of identity. i

Qur {.iiaeusﬂinn of these three adjectives was confined fo their functiﬁn as
predicatives of the copulative verb be, as in the following:

identical
equal

; {3} a. John and Rill are{the saIme }

identical to

b. John is rhe same as | Bill.
equal with }

é3a,) represen:sdtﬁe case when both compared terms are topicalized In the
ase represented oy {3b), the comparison relati '
e ; P 10n and the Etagdard are made
Since Fhe optirial lgxicalimtit}n of the semantic representation underlying
comparative constructions additionally includes tle presence, in the surface
sflructu?e,. of th'e property attributable to the compared terms, we observed
that this is achieved with same, identical and equal by adding the following

complements; ‘
(4) a. in the way (that ]S
' which
b. in NP

The NP of (4b) can be a nominal defining a mode of action, as in (5a), or an
abstract measurable, but not directly observable, property, as in (5h):’

identieal

(6) a. John and Bill are It-he same) in gestures,
Fequal }

{identical
lequal

b. John and Bill are fthe s&meJ in height,
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Except for equal, which occurs only in quantitative comparatives, the remain-
ing two adjectives occur both in quantitative and qualitative ccmparative

. constructions. This observation is evidenced by the incompatability of equal

with complements denoting unspecified mode of action (see {5a) above).

In Polish grammars, we did not manage to find a descreiption of lexical
items expressing various comparison relations, We have only come accross
with a written suggestion in Karolak (1972) that the words, which are evi-
dently tLe Polish counterparts of surpass, same, identecal, equal and the like,
should be interpreted along the lines described above. Karolak (1972:136)

explicitly states that lexical items like réznyldifferent, innyjother, roinic sig

[differ, byé podobnyfbe similar, taki samithe same, praewytszadjexceed are the

* exponents of various comparison relationships.

3. Comparative words which involve a quantified comparison relution and a prop-
erty '

This group of comparative words includes such adjectives as long-short, -
tall-short, high-low, wide-narrow, deep-shallow, large-small ete. Adjectives -
of this class exist in pairs of antonyms such as those quoted above. Each
pair of antonyms is semantically based on the concept of scale which for each
pair represents the relevant dimension. Thus the pair long-short is baged on
the concept ‘length’, the pair large-small on the concept ‘size’ ete.

One of the antonyms in each pair is the marked member of the opposition,
the other being one unmarked. The unmarked member represents the under-
lying dimension as a whole. In other words, there is no presupposition such
as John is i3 tall attached to propositions of the form John is x feet tall. On the
other hand, a proposition such as Jokn is & feet short (with the marked member
of the pair fall—short) carries with is the presupposition “John is short™.

It has been claimed by many grammatiens that antonymous adjectives
are implicitly comparative, i.e. the form of the positive degree of these adjec-
tives expresses the relations ‘more than' and ‘less than’ (cf. Sapir 1944, Lyons
1968, Bartsch& Vennemann 1972). According to this approach, a sentence like

(6)

(6) John iz tall.

should i:)E'interpreted ag ‘John is taller than the average height of man’,
because to say that a person is tall is to place him above the point which in
the speaker’s evaluation represents the average Leight of man.

A similar interpretation of the positive degree of antonymous adjectives
can be found in Polish sources as well (see Wierzbicka 1971, Topoliniska 1975,
Jurkowski 1976). Wierzbicka, Topolinska and J urkowski assume that the
Polish counterparts of the English antonymous adjectives express internal
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comparison too. In the syntactic structures including a positive form of such
adjectives, only one term of comparison is externalized; the second, i.e.,
the average is present only in potentin. ' o

We think that in tke group of comparative words which denote compari-
son relations and a property, Geis's analysis of before and after time preposi-
tions should also be included (Geis 1970). Geis bas argued that before and after
are alternative lexical realizations of tle subtree underlyirg euarlier then and
later than respectively (Geis 1970:237).For Geis, the following two examples
have the same underlyirg structures: -

(7) a. John went home {before] Frank did.
: after

b. John went home at a time which was {earlier
later

than the time at which Frank went home.

To our knnﬁrledge,- there does not exist in Polish a study in which time pre-
positions are explicitly interpreted as expressing comparison relationships. =

4. Comparative words which involve ‘bare’ comparison relation and the standard
of comparison |

4.1. Comparative adjectives in Polish

From the morphological point of view, the adjectives to be discussed in
this section are derived from nouns through suffixation.? The adjectives of
this type define the shared property indirectly, In uttering them, the speaker
assumes that the designatum of the noun stem of the adjective suffices to
specily the property unambiguously.

Smoélkowa&Takiel (1977) distinguish seven different suffixes with which
denominal comparative adjectives are formed.

a. Siffix -sks
e.g. oko snajperskic — ‘sniper eye’ _
oportuntzm lewacki — ‘leftist extremist opportunism’

b. Buffix -owski
&g zygzakt picassowskic — ‘psendo-picassian zigzags’
fryzura bitlesowska — ‘The Beatles hair style’

* The Polish examples given in this section are due to Smétkowa and Telkiel (1977).
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o. Suffixes -i|ly, -cay, -niczy
e.g. ¢yklopie spojrzenie — ‘cyclnpeafl lock
uchodcza dola — ‘refugean fate

d. Suffix -owaty

e.g. tyczkowaly miodzieniec — ‘rf)d~1ike ;ymmgster
skrayniowate loze — ‘trunk-like bed
g. Suffix -asty

e.g. kleszczaste palce — ‘clam:s-like ﬁngeirs -
konopiasta czupryna — ‘towy shag

f. Suftix -aty
e.g. pyrate dzieci — ‘doughnut faced children
gabczata twarz — ‘gpongy face

g. Suffix -isty/ysty-
e.g. substancje kleiste — ‘gluey substances

j ; “ai laghes’
edwabiste rzesy — ‘silken eye o _ *
Gawelk.?:r (1977) additionally mentiones two other adjective-from-noun furm.

ing suffixes:
h. Sufﬁx -
e.g. kredowe bladosé — ‘chalky P&h?a N
alabastrowa cera — ‘alabaster-like complexion

1. Suffix -an

e.g. Iniane wlosy — ‘flaxen hair’ ,
slomiane wasy — ‘strawy moustache h
Considering the link between comparative adjectiyes. and the r}ounsl ;sgr
modify, two distinet cases can be distinguished according to Heinz ( -
H

Case (1) is illustrated by the following example:

(8) mina wlatiska — ‘uhlan look’ |
Heinz says about expressions like (8) that' the en.tlty denotlﬁml;}grﬂ ;3;:1;:1 ;;11';'3:3
noun {mina/look) is gimilar to the same entity {ming uiw.;mju (Muﬂj_ukmn}' e
by the designatum of the nominal stem of the adjective prank e
agcﬂnd term of comparison (séna wlanafuhlan look) does ?mi oceur ]
structure but is defined by the nominal stem of the adjective.

—_

Case (2) is illustrated by (8):
(9) dzieci pyzate — ‘doughnut faced children’
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According to Heinz, in expressions like (9), the entity denoted by the surface
nonn {dziecifchildren) implier an object which ig perceived as similar to the
entity denoted by the nominal stem of the adjective (pyzy/dougnhuis).
It scems to us that considering the link between comparative adjectives
~and the nouns they modify, still another case should be distinguished as well.

Consider the following:
(10) stupowaie nogi — ‘pillar-like legs’

In expressions like (10), the entity denoted by the surface noun {(nogiflegs)
is similar to the entity denoted by the nominal stem of the adjective (stupy/
- pitlars). | ~

Smodtkowa & Tekiel (1977) vbserved that Polish has comparative adjecti-

- wes which, from the morphological point of view, are compounds of the type
N+ Adj: '

{11) welmopodebny — ‘wool-like’
czlekoksztaltny — ‘man-like’

These compounds have the adjectives podobnyfsimilar and ksziallny/like
as the second constitucnt of the compound. Their function is to denote the
comparison relation, The funetion of the noun stem is to specify the second
term of comparison, i.e. the standard. '

4.2. Comparative adverbs in Polish

According to Grzegorczykowa (1975) and Smaolkowa&Tekiel (1977), there are
in Polish comparative adverbs. They fall into two morphological groups:

(1) suffixal adverbs, formed from denominal adjectives with the suffix -o”
e.g. moralitetowo uproszezony — ‘simplified in the morality play manner:

(2) prefixo-suffixal adverbs, formed with the prepositional prefixes po-and z-,
and the suffixes -4 and -a:
e.g. zachowal sig po prostacku — ‘behave like a boor’
- akcentowaé z wileriska — ‘speak with tle accent characteristic, of
Eastern provinces of the Pre-War Poland’

These comparstive words inform about the similarity of the subject and the
entity denoted by the nominal stem of the adverb, in respect of the action
. gpecified by the verb, '

Suffixal adverbs are formed from demominal adjectives ending in -ow-,
~pwat-, ~sk-, and -ast-;

(12} albumowo wydana mnnogfa-ﬁa — ‘albumn edited monograph’
kotnierzowato rozezerzony — ‘collar-like extended’
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aktorsko podkregli¢ tragizm sytuacji — ‘to emphagize the seriousness
of the situation theatrically’ _ .

drzewiasto rozgalezione zyly — ‘tree-like remified veins’ and divectly
from nouns:

(18) szezendaczo calowaé — ‘teenage kissing’
wilczo szezerzy ¢ zeby -- ‘wolfish grin’

Considering the mdrphology of the 1‘1beﬁxo~l~suﬂixal comparafive adverbs,
three subgroups can be distinguished. The first group includes those adverbs
which are formed from denominal adjectives ending in -sk-:

(14) po aktorsku — ‘like an actor’
po dzentelmensku -~ ‘like a gentleman’

E Gfuup two oncludes adverbs based on adjectives ending in suffixes other than
-sk-. The adverbs of this group are formed with the prepositional prefix po-

and the dative of the adjective: '

(15) po eywilnemu — ‘in a civilian WAy’
po wiosennemu — ‘in a spring fashion’

| Finally, group three cnmpriées adverbs formed with the prepositional prefix

z- and the suffix -«

(16) z niemiecka — ‘like a German’ _
2 wiletiska — ‘like n resident of Eastern provinces of the Pre-War
' Poland’

4.3. Comparative verbs in English

Duszak (1978) observed that in Knglish there are verbs which express
& resemblance of behaviour between two entities, She has in mind such verbs
as to ape, to dog, to wolfe ete.

(17) a. John aped his mother.
‘b. Reporters have dogged him for years.
¢. He wolfed the entire salad.

The verbs of this class are of the same general pattern ‘X acts like ¥°, where
X stands for the agent and Y for the designatum of the verb, The verbs of
this semantic class imply an object which fulfills a comparative functior,
it is used to show an analogy that exists between it and some other object.

In the above case, the confrontation of the two terms is performed in terms
of behaviour. But such a confrontation can also be performed in terms of
various physical gualities such as shape, colour, congistency ete. Duszak
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Slsti]];g:jshedttwo classes of verbs expressing resemblance of physical proper
1es between two entities, T : ‘ )
e 1ties. The first class is of the genral pattern ‘X becomes

(18) The bridge arched across the river.

'

The second class is of the pattern ‘X make Y Become like Z’:
(19) Jobn arched the branch.

TE?EE tWaﬂk ty:_[.;eslof I?erbﬂ point out to the fact that X./Y acquire some features
which make 1t similar to the idea i : : ; : T
litat | e idea inherent in Fhe @es1gnatum of the implied

- 8. Comparative words which additi ;
’ 110 ¥ o sy :
- nally involve ‘non comparative’ semantic

Th:e; mm;para,tive words of this class involve various comparison relati
alongside with other non-comparative’ semantic elements. We su t 1;111-3,
the verb prefer, mentioned by Anderson, qualifies as such -a word g%i?a' ' .
leva,nt' whether the analyris of prefer into like and more ig detajl;ad n'=.a~111ﬂ IHEH
We think that even a more refined semantic decomposition of this verb ﬂuglci
revga.l the presence of a semantic element representing the relatio Wf? s
periority, ndicated in Anderson’s interpretation by more. B

Postal’s discussion of the verb remind (Postal 1970}, is another inst
of an ﬂ-]fl&lyﬁiﬂ postulating a combination of a semantic F:lement re rle];Z &tl'we
comparison relation with another non-comparative semantic elementPAct : lllﬂ .
Postal does not say that remind relates to comparison at all howex;er hu& b
pulates that similer be an underlying element in the ae;xmntic si;r 3;51-
of this verb. In his analysis, remind involves the predicates STR.IKE;a “1'3
;SEIEII}?R. The ent.ire a:n;nalysia probably ‘cannot be maintained, but the ?;t
pua,t& ;: verb r@amd mmvolves the comparison relation of similarity is indis-

' Inhher work, Dusza,.k (1978) discusses verbs like model, caricature, pattern
f;:ii ;a,s; et;'.:. to which she assignes the general pattern ‘X produce Z in

(20) a. John caricatured his aunt.
b. She patterned her dress after her sister.
¢. He paraphrased her words in his own way.

Duszak does not specify the relation in which Z stands to Y, i.e. the object
prcfduced to the original. It is plausible that the relation here is that of gimi-
Iarity. II: 80, then a more accurate pattern should be something like ‘X pro-
du{cietﬁ similar to Y. 1f our interpretation of the verbs model, pattern pafody
an e like is correct, then they should also be subsu ’ :

e med under the class of
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B. Conclusions

The general conslusions that we want to emphasize are as follows:
1) English and Polish have lexical items whieh, in various ways, relate to the

process of comparison;
'9) these lexical items are of different surface category;

'3) they reflect only certain aspects of the semantic.relational structure under-

lying comparative constructions;
{4) they differ among themselves as to which of these aspects they reflect.
We hope to have sufficiently supported (1) and thus provided justification for
undertaking of a detailed crosslingnistic study of words relating to comparison,
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